A Details on the selection procedure of poor and rich households To protect privacy, no institution was willing to share a list with addresses and incomes of the richest and poorest households of the city where the study was conducted. Only after conducting all of our field treatments, CBS Netherlands provided this data for each household.
When selecting households, we faced some constraints. First, most apartment buildings have four stories and share entrances with eight apartments. We restrict misdeliveries to three mail boxes per entrance to minimize communication between households. We randomly selected 159 households sharing an entrance with two other apartments in the same building, and 66 households that do not share the entrance, in our sample. We find no economically or statistically significant differences across these two groups. Households sharing entrances returned 38.4% of misdelivered envelopes while household not sharing entrances in our sample returned 33.3% (Fisher exact test, p = 0.81). This is in line with information we obtained from an official from the social housing corporation, that residents have little contact with each other.
Second, not all households of the poor have a Dutch nationality, while we estimated that close to one hundred percent of the households of the rich are Dutch. Ethnicity of the sender and receiver can influence pro-social behavior (Henrich et al., 2004; Herrmann et al., 2008; Buchan et al., 2006; Charness et al., 2007) . Therefore, we took pictures of all family name signs prior to the randomization procedure. Then, we filtered out as many non-Dutch households of the poor to keep ethnicity constant. Using data from CBS Netherlands, we can control for the effect of any remaining non-Dutch households.
A.2 Selection procedure of the rich
Selecting upper-class households is done in the following steps. First, we consult Funda.nl, a website in the Netherlands that advertises houses for sale. We selected houses with a sale price of at least e750,000. All houses in the street of an advertised house are candidates to be included in our database, but houses for sale are excluded. Second, we consult Postcode.nl. This is a website with information on a house's postal code, house number, and surface. We include houses not for sale with comparable surface as those that are for sale.
Third, to minimize effects of communication between subjects, we selected houses with a reasonable distance to other houses in our sample. A total of 100 houses have no neighboring house that is selected for any of the core treatments. The other 80 houses do have at least one neighbor that is a subject in one of the core treatments. However, almost all of these houses are villas with a large surface and driveways that are far removed from the driveway of the neighbor. Differences in return rates between houses with a neighbor (76.3%), or without neighbour (85.0%) are insignificant (Fisher exact test, p = 0.18) B Description of the data on household level background characteristics CBS Netherlands provides administrative data on all citizens of the Netherlands. Data are available from various sources, and they can be merged on an individual or household level.
To guarantee anonymity, CBS Netherlands encrypts each person and household by means of a code called RIN-address and RIN-person. CBS Netherlands has encrypted the addresses in the database that we provided them, by adding the variable RIN-address. Then, we merged different databases of CBS Netherlands by using the RIN-address variable. Table 1 gives an overview of the different databases that we used. We have access to the actual data for 2013. C.1 The Probit model estimates of Table 3 Section 4 show regression analyses using a linear probability model. The main advantage is that the interpretation of the coefficients is straightforward. Nevertheless, it is possible that the model forecasts probabilities that are greater than one or smaller than zero. In this section we re-estimate the models presented in section 4 by using a Probit model. As can be seen, all the models yield qualitatively very similar results. Even the magnitudes of the coefficients are very close to the ones reported in the main paper. Table 2 OLS regression analysis. The dependent variable has a value of 1 when a household returns the envelope. Standard errors are shown in parentheses. In the last column, standard errors are clustered at the street level. * * * / * * / * : significant at the 0.01 / 0.05 / 0.10 level. C.2 Expanding the analysis of preferences to include e5 and e20 envelopes separately.
Rather than considering the single equation for BTC and another single equation for Euros, here we present the results for analysis that treats envelopes conataining either BTCs or cash equal to e5 and e20 separately. We now define α 5 and α 20 as the altruism values for returning envelopes worth 5 and 20 euros, respectively. For the BTC conditions, we now have two equations in our model. Subjects will return envelopes if
These conditions are reflected in the probit regression equations
A similar expression follows from (3) Likewise, for the Euros conditions we also add n 5 and n 20 to reflect potentially different net values of cash. This gives us the model statement
This then yields a regression equations
Comparing equations (4) to (5), we see that β e5 = α 5 − n 5 − p e,w and β e5,w = −p e . We can use the value of α 5 calculated from the BTC5 equation to identify n 5 as n 5 = α 5 + β e,w − β e5 .
A similar derivation applies to (6).
The results of the probit regressions are given in Table 3 . As can be seen, the results are quite similar to Table 4 in the main paper. Table 4 provides the estimates of the model parameters. Again, the results are quite similar to those reported in Table 5 of the main paper. Altruism α 5 and α 20 are quite similar among the poor and the rich. The dependent variable has a value of 1 when a household returns the envelope.
Standard errors are clustered at the street level. * * * , * * , * : significant at the 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 levels, respectively.
C.3 The difference-in-difference estimate of the Private Incentive treatment
In section 4 we calculate the difference-in-difference of the return of non-cash envelopes and envelopes in the Private Incentive treatment, between the rich and the poor. Statistical support for the claim that this difference-in-difference is statistically significant comes from a linear probability model and Probit model. Both models are presented in Table 5 below. The dependent variable is a dummy with value one if an envelope is returned. As independent variables we use 'Rich' that has a value of one if a household belongs to the rich, as well as the dummy variable 'PI' that has a value of one for households that participated in the Private Incentive treatment. The interaction term 'Rich × PI' is the difference-in-difference estimate. The two tables show that the difference in return rates within the Private Incentive treatment is not significantly different. 
D Return time of envelopes
This section presents, conditional on returning an envelope, how long the households took to do so. 
E Questionnaire on the mailing habits of the poor
This appendix contains the translated English text of the questionnaire we present in section 6.1. We approached males and females on a street in the center of the city. Possible candidates were asked whether were interested to participate in a short survey. Then, they were asked if they rented their house from a social housing corporation. If not, then they were not interviewed. 89 citizens indicated not to be interested (before we knew if they qualified).
128 citizens were interested in conducting the questionnaire, but did not qualify. All 45 interviewed subjects answered all questions. The responses are given in parentheses in the questionnaire.
The questionnaire
Hello. We are a team of researchers from the Universities of California, New York and Rotterdam. We are conducting a survey regarding the use of postal services in different countries. We would be grateful if you could spent a couple of minutes answering a few questions.
1. How many letters do you usually send each week via post?
More than 10 (2.2%) Less than 5 (40.4%)
Between 5 and 10 (4.4%) I almost never send mail via post (53%) 2. How many letters do you usually receive each week in the post (excluding advertisements)?
More than 10 (6.7%) Less than 5 (62.2%)
Between 5 
F Details on the Private Incentive treatments
This section contains details on the Private Incentive treatment, as well as the material that we used. Subjects were selected using the same selection procedure as described in section 3.2. Subjects received an official Erasmus University Rotterdam a4-sized opaque envelope in their mailbox. The envelope had a window through which it could be seen that the letter was addressed to the inhabitant of the house. A note of e5 could be seen through this window as well, to give subjects an incentive to open the envelope and read its contents.
The envelope contained a set of instructions, as well as a small stamped envelope with a card. The instructions explained that the subject was selected randomly for participation in a scientific study of Erasmus University Rotterdam, and that the study aimed to investigate the use of the postal services in various neighborhoods in the Netherlands. Subjects were instructed to mail the attached stamped envelope to the University's mail address. If the card was received within four weeks time, then e20 would be paid. Participation numbers were used in the study to ensure anonymity.
In the instruction letter, mention was made of the principal investigator, along with his contact information and a website that contained more details on the study (see below). The
Private Incentive treatment was conducted on one single day in October 2014. To test for noise of the mail company, we sent seventeen envelopes to the university's mail address. These envelopes were sent from the neighborhoods the subjects live in. As we expected, all of these envelopes arrived the day after sending them out. We conclude that our data are free of any mistakes from the mail company. Will I get paid for my participation? Yes you will! In addition, to the enclosed e5 which is yours to keep, if you complete the study, we will send you an additional e20 in cash.
F.1 Instructions (translated from Dutch)
What do I have to do? It is really easy to complete this study. All you need to do is put the card in the enclosed envelope, and then mail the envelope. If you complete the study by October 3, we will send you the additional e20, which you should receive by October 17. If you choose not to mail the envelope, then you will not complete the study, and you will not receive the e20 completion payment. You may naturally keep the enclosed e5 whether you complete the study or not.
Will my personal information be revealed? No, it will not. You will notice that the enclosed card does not have your name on it, but only a participant number. This participant number links the card to your address, so that we can send your e20 for completing the study to your address. We do not record your name. Your participation therefore will be anonymous. 
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Privacy Statement:
The privacy of participants in this research is assured. All addresses used in this study are randomly selected. As is required by research ethics, participants' names are never known to the EURPS researchers, and after the data collection EURPS will destroy any record of the addresses used. There will be no information in our data what will allow us to identify any of the participants. In addition, our report will not mention any specific parts of Netherlands.
The data will not be shared with anyone outside of the research group, and will be used only for scientific purposes.
Important dates:
October We are studying how people in different parts of the Netherlands use the postal service.
We have randomly selected households to participate in the study. For their effort, e5 was included. The task required subjects to send a card that was given to them. If the card was received, then e20 was returned in cash. The results are interesting to us, because they shed light on the level of compensation needed for people to take the effort to mail a letter.
